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Continuation of 5: 

The Advisory mailed on 26 February 2004 has been withdrawn to enter the After Final Amendment filed on 30 January 2004. 

Applicant's remarks filed on January 30th and February 11th 2003 re traversing Claim 1(sic) and dependent Claims 12-18 are hold 
not to be persuasive for the following reasons: 

Applicant's remarks " ... the Garlach (sic) patent does not anticipate or render obvious a currentless deposition of the coating ... 
M (Cf. Remarks filed January 30th 2004, page 6, line 16) and "... the Gerlach patent in fact teaches away from the use of such currentless 
disposition" ( Cf. Remarks filed February 11th 2004, page 2, line 11), the Gerlach (US 5,157,299) hereinafter '299 teaches the protective 
coating by a plastic material (Cf. Column 2, lines 15 & 16) which is well known in the art to be a currentless deposition or coating. 

Inherently the '299 teaches a "plastics" coating or an electroless deposition, which is certainly not an electroplating or current-plating 
process. Where and how would one apply "plastics" electrolytically ? 

Subsequent dependent claims continue to be rejected as stated in Paper filed November 6th 2003. 
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